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SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND TELEPHONE COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 97-04-23
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF STEVE ALLEN

1.0

1.1

QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Steve Allen. My business address is 3001 N. Rocky Point Drive, Suite 2000,
Tampa, Florida 33607.

WHAT IS YOUR PROFESSIONAL POSITION?

I am the Managing Partner of Allen & Company, a professional firm which provides

management consulting services to utility industry clients.

fessional round
PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND.

I have dedicated a substantial portion of my career to the utility industry and have
experience in virtually every aspect of gas, electric and telephone utility management. This
experience includes directing comprehensive management audits of major utilities on
behalf of state regulatory commissions throughout the United States. I also have extensive
experience in the performance of performance improvement projects for telephone, gas

and electric utility clients.
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1.2

Prior to establishing Allen & Company in 1993, I was a partner of Ernst & Young, the
largest international accounting and consulting firm. As a partner in Emst & Young's
national Utilities Consulting Group, I directed the firm's management audit practice for ten
years. Over the past fifteen years, I have had the opportunity to serve the following state

regulatory commissions:
. Florida Public Service Commission
. Illinois Commerce Commission
. Louisiana Public Service Commission

. Maryland Public Service Commission

. Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities

. Missouri Public Service Commission

. New Jersey Board of Regulatory Commissioners
. New York Public Service Commission

. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

. Texas Public Utilities Commission.

elevant Professional erience

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EXPERIENCE WHICH IS DIRECTLY RELATED
TO THE TESTIMONY YOU WILL OFFER.

I have performed management audits and other management consulting studies of a wide
range of telephone operating companies which have provided an understanding of
telephone operations, service level measurement and regulatory requirements in the

unbundied, deregulated business environment. These companies include:

. Ameritech
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. Anchorage Telephone Utility

. Bell Atlantic

. New York Telephone Company

. Rochester Telephone Corporation

. Sprint (United Telephone Systems Inc.)
. Southwestern Bell Telephone Company.

Specific engagements I have performed include:

. Management audit of Rochester Telephone Corporation which was performed for

the New York Public Service Commission;

. Management audit of New York Telephone Company to develop a cost
determination methodology for special services that would prevent subsidization of
special services by POTS customers which was performed for the New York

Public Service Commission;

. Comprehensive management audit of Bell Atlantic which was performed for the

Maryland Public Service Commission;

. Comprehensive management audit of the Anchorage Telephone Utility which was

performed for the City of Anchorage.

. Comprehensive management audit of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
which was performed for the company;

. Examination of the costs and benefits of centralized services provided by United
Telephone Systems, Incorporated to its 28 operating company affiliates which was
performed for the company;
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2.0

. Comprehensive management audit of United Telephone System Inc.'s Midwest
Division which was performed for the company.

In addition to these studies, I have performed benchmarking studies of quality of service
performance standards for utility company panels. 1 have also performed over twenty
management audits of telephone, electric or gas utilities for state regulatory commissions.

I have also spoken to industry groups. In 1991, I spoke to the NARUC Special
Subcommittee on Management Analysis on the subject of auditing diversified utilities’
affiliated relationships and intercompany cost allocation accounting and to the United
States Telephone Association's Conference on Affiliate Relations. I also spoke at the Fall,
1992 NARUC Committee on Accounting Conference on the subject of affiliate relations

accounting.

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

The purpose of my testimony is to affirm the appropriateness of the measures and
standards SNET has proposed for regulating the service level it provides to Competitive
Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs.) SNET has proposed nineteen measures and standards.
The Local Competition Users Group (LCUG) has proposed over sixty measures. The total
number of measures proposed by Connecticut CLECs during negotiations with SNET is
116.

Measures and standards are needed by the DPUC for two reasons. First, they will provide
a measure of the comparability of service levels provided to the CLECs by SNET. Second,
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they will provide a measure of the performance quality of service levels provided to the
CLEC:s.

From the standpoint of comparsbility, the purpose of the measures is to ensure
nondiscriminatory service to all CLECs. Discriminatory treatment is determined by
comparing the service SNET provides itself with that it provides to other CLECs.
Discrete perforfnance data must be reported for each measure for each CLEC and SNET
to accomplish this purpose. The implication of a large number of standards is that

regulatory oversight of nondiscrimination will be more difficult to manage.

From the standpoint of quality, the purpose of the standards is to ensure that the overall
level of service provided to CLECs as a whole meets minimum regulatory requirements.
This objective is similar to the objective of the oversight the DPUC currently exercises
with its Quality of Service Standard (QSS) measures. Without the need to ensure
nondiscriminatory comparable service, there would be no need to augment the existing

QSS measures.

SNET is committed to providing nondiscriminatory service and has proposed measures
responsive to the needs of the CLECs while maintaining a manageable number of
measures . SNET has distilled what were 116 total measures and standards proposed by

CLECs during negotiations to a manageable and representative number.

. Of the nineteen measures SNET is proposing, eight are conventional industry
measures and correspond to price cap Quality of Service Standards which the
DPUC has been using.
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One of the nineteen measures SNET is proposing - Trouble Reports with
Notification of Repair within 24 Hours -- has been used by other telephone

companies, but not SNET.

Ten of the nineteen measures SNET is proposing are new in response to the
regulatory requirements for resale service and unbundled elements. They have not
previously been used by SNET, or for that matter, other telephone companies
because the market dynamic created by resale service and unbundled elements did

not exist.

- Three of the new measures are provisioning measures not previously used

by SNET or other telephone companies.

- One of the new measures is a maintenance measure not previously used by

SNET or other telephone companies.

- Three of the new measures not previously used by SNET or any other
telephone companies are related to the previously unnecessary need to
provide end user usage data to CLECs; Schedule 1 designates these three

measures.

- Three of the new measures not previously used by SNET or any other
telephone company are related to the current need to provide the
Mechanized Services Access Platform (MSAP) so that CLECS can access
SNET's operational support systems.

A summary of the new versus the existing measures is provided in the table below.
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Table 1
Summary of Measures

Measure " Existing New

et

Provisioni

Provisioning Center Calls Answered

Average Service Order Installation Offered
Installation Appointments Met

Assigned Orders to Repair (AOR)

Completed Dispatch Service Orders Notification
Portability Within Commitment Window

oOUNbwWN =

=

. Maintenance Center Calls Answered

. Trouble Reports With Notification of Repair
. Maintenance Appointments Met

. Network Repairs per 100 Lines

. Network Origin of Repeats

. Mean Time to Repair

. Switch Outage Minutes per Access Line

. End User Usage

1. End User Billing Data Distributed
2. End User Billing Data Distributed
3. Usage Polling System Availability

IV. Mechanized Services Access Platform

1. Average Service Request Acknowledgment
2. Availability of Mechanized Interface
3. Firm Order Confirmation (FOR)

NN A WA -
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WHAT IS YOUR SUMMARY ASSESSMENT?

Connecticut is unquestionably at the leading edge of the emerging deregulated local
telephone service marketplace nationally. The DPUC set in motion changes that support
both the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and Public Act 94-83. One of the outcomes of

these changes is the creation of a competitive environment that requires different |

guidelines. The DPUC’s challenge is to decide on the best measures and standards to use
at the beginning stages competition without the benefit of experience.

In my professional opinion, there is no question that the nineteen measures SNET has
proposed will provide the best possible resolution at this starting point. As I will explain,
the critical issue confronting the DPUC is how to assure that SNET is providing
comparable service to all CLECs. SNET’s proposed standards are designed in a manner

that will achieve this objective.

The performance standards SNET has incorporated in its measures are unquestionably
rigorous compared to other telephone companies as my testimony will demonstrate. The
new operating environment will be much more complex than the present with the
juxtaposition of the wholesale layer into the Service Delivery Process. For example, 1)
multiple CLECs will be serving the same end user; 2) the communications link between
SNET and the end user will now include the additional CLEC layer; and 3) in some cases,
CLEC:s will use SNET’s outside plant, repair and installation services, and in some cases,
they will provide their own. SNET’s proposed standards are even more rigorous than the

Quality of Service Standards. They are also more rigorous than the actual service levels
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being achieved by other companies in much simpler settings. I believe that it will be a real

challenge for the company to achieve them.

The nineteen measures provide a sound fundamental foundation for building a framework
that will best meet the new regulatory requirements. Certainly, the measures and
standards will have to be enhanced and changed over time, but, at the present'time,
SNET’s proposed measures and standards offer the most workable solution. The
measures and standards proposed by the LCUG are simply too numerous, too complex
and too detailed to accomplish the task. This result is what might be expected since the
LCUG proposed measures have been, in effect, designed by committee. The LCUG has
simply taken every recommendation from every member and thrown them in a bag of
measures and standards. Implementation of the LCUG standards would be unnecessarily
costly and harmful to the process of implementing deregulation of the local telephone

marketplace in Connecticut.

My summary assessment is that SNET's proposed target standards are set to provide
excellent service and will effectively support the DPUC's responsibility to regulate the
comparability and quality of service provided to the CLECs:. The DPUC’s acceptance of
SNET’s measures will assure the DPUC that 1) SNET is treating all CLECS on a
nondiscriminatory basis, and 2) SNET’s performance at the proposed services levels will

provide a high level of service quality.

The LCUG's proposed target standards are excessively stringent and would not effectively
support the DPUC's efforts to regulate the comparability or quality of service SNET

provides. In my experience with service results, when the measurements for process or
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outcome are too numerous they result in lack of focus and generally worse overall

performance for all customers, retail and wholesale alike. This is an outcome the DPUC
surely would want to avoid.

WOULD YOU SUMMARIZE YOUR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS WITH
REGARD TO EACH MEASURE?

My findings and conclusions with regard to each measure are summarized below.

. Trouble Reports per 100 Lines

SNET's proposed standard for Trouble Reports per 100 Lines (1.90 RPHL) is
more stringent than all but one other jurisdiction. The proposed standard is also
much more stringent than the actual performance achieved by any panel company.
The LCUG's proposed standard is 1.5 RPHL. Since the SNET proposed standard
is already more stringent than the standards of other jurisdictions and the actual
performance of other companies, it is fair to say that the LCUG standard is
excessively stringent and inappropriate.

Mean Time to Repair

SNET's proposed Mean Time to Repair standard (21 hours) is not comparable to a
standard used by other jurisdictions. It can, however, be compared to the actual
performance of other companies. SNET's proposed MTTR standard is comparable
to the median actual performance reported by other companies. The LCUG
proposed repair interval measures were defined differently from SNET’s. For
POTS, they proposed three measures -- 99% < 16 hours, 95% < 8 hours, and 90%
< 4 hours. Though somewhat different, it is evident that the LCUG standards are
much more stringent than the actual performance being achieved by the panel

companies.
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Maintenance Appointments Met

SNET's proposed target for Maintenance Appointments Met (94.0%) is more
stringent than all but one other jurisdiction. The standard proposed by the LCUG
was 99%. This standard is significantly higher than any jurisdiction and would be

excessively stringent, inappropriate and unrealistic.
Switch Outage Minutes

SNET's proposed target for Switch Outage Minutes per Access Line is 1.3 minutes
as of April 1, 1997. Only two other jurisdictions use the Switch Outage Minutes
per Access Line measure as a service quality measure. One of these jurisdictions
(New York) uses 4.5 minutes and the other (Texas) uses 0.9 minutes. The LCUG

did not propose a standard for Switch Outage Minutes.
Installation Interval

The definition of SNET's Installation Interval standard is different from all other
jurisdictions and the panel companies’ reported FCC data.. SNET is proposing a
measure that is on based the interval offered to the customer, whereas the panel
companies' reported data is based on the average interval achieved. Consequently,
a direct comparison is difficult to make. The LCUG proposed installation interval
measures were defined differently from SNET’s. For POTS, they proposed two
measures - < 3 days for dispatched orders and < 1 day for nondispatched orders.
Though somewhat different, the LCUG standards would seem to be more stringent
than the standard used by other jurisdictions or the actual performance of the
companies which achieve an average installation interval of approximately 2.5

days.
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Installation Appointments Met

SNET's proposed target for Installation Appointments met (99.3%) is significantly
more stringent than most other jurisdictions which typically have a standard of
95%. SNET's proposed standard is also significantly more stringent than the actual
performance of the panel companies which is typically between 98.0% and 98.5%.
The LCUG has not proposed an installation measure similar to the appointments

met measure.
Repair Answer Time

SNET's proposed standard for Repair Answer Time (90.4% within 20 seconds) is
more stringent than any other jurisdiction. The LCUG has proposed two standards
to measure repair answer time - > 95% within 20 seconds and 100% within 30
seconds. These two standards are much more stringent than the standard used by

any jurisdiction and are excessive.

Provisioning Center Calls

SNET's proposed Provisioning Center Calls Answered measure is 80% within 20 seconds. This
target is less stringent than other jurisdictions which more typically are 85% to 90% within 20
seconds. The LCUG has proposed two standards to measure installation answer time - > 95%
within 20 seconds and 100% within 30 seconds. These two standards are much more stringent

than the standard used by any jurisdiction.
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- 3.0

ARE YOU PRESENTING SCHEDULES IN SUPPORT OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes. I am submitting twelve schedules in support of my testimony. These schedules

present data I used and analyses I performed in preparing my testimony.

T’ ND -

WOULD YOU DESCRIBE HOW YOU COMPARED SNET'S PROPOSED
SERVICE MEASURES AND STANDARDS WITH OTHER JURISDICTIONS?

I compared SNET's proposed measures and standards with a representative sample of
regulatory jurisdictions. ] used the eight existing measures and standards in Table 1 for
my comparisons. These eight standards are also &mong the ten Quality of Service (QSS)

standards used by the DPUC for price cap regulation of SNET.

The comparison panel included twelve state regulatory agencies and the National
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC) proposed service quality

standards. QSS standards and measures. The panel included:

. New York

. Massachusetts

. New Jersey

. Pennsylvania

. New Hampshire .

. Washington, D. C..
. Florida

Page 13



g

» Colorado
» Lalifornin
« Bartand
s Pbmwnrn
* Tonns

# MARIH.

¢ WOULD YOU DES

A, Asummery of tese messures sl o

coraparison o provided in the 1abls helow

Furin
Blonwnres god Standards

Propoy

* Trouble Beports por 100 Linse (RPHL)

- Mnimesmnne Appoimments Met %%

* Swieh Ouspe Minutes por Avcews Ling
* Instelintion Intervel

» Irpallution Appoinrmenty M %

* Repuir Avpwny Time

d Businwes Offioe Anvwer Thi

sdurds for BHET s o

 RESULTS OF YOUR COMPARISON?

el By

§ 9

2% Bours

9 19

13

5 business davs
9% 4%

G AR s,
BP0 s,

P24 o
Gy

YRS duws
P50
SGI0 es.
BRI vy,

Bchedule ¥ of my tegtimony provides » sy which deplos the st siandurds for sach

somparstive urisdiction,



SHET's proposed gt B Troukle B
seringent wt 18 RPHL.

- Cndprndo gt L 80

¢ Dme furisdiction s compersble e BNET,

- Wigsunrhametin gt 1 R0

» Eighy priediotions we less stringen S SMET

- Fowr of the vight are dighib o

 sigmifivently bose sirinpent.

A graphics! comparison of SMET: proposed BPHL sundard and the other Jurisdictions’

wandards % presevied o Bohedule 4 of wy matimony.

This mandard & mouch more

The wandard proposed by the LOUG wae 15 RPHL

siringent thon what i used in wy other hisdiction

WOULD YOU DESC

he 1o ENETs Mesn Thne o Repalr

& vepaiy intorvel service guality m

st be to omde. s deseribed o sesdon 4.0 of vy esdmony, however, Wherhone

RS COMPETE

3 mwasare b not waed by the other uvsdictions. Conpmguently, # divess comparizon

i

wperating sompuniee do report sotusl perlom
wornparabie o MTTR

e o e PO using w mesnurs

Page 15



s

$ek

23

A prophiond comparizon of BNET: proposed MTTR

wanderds bas not been wde beomee of Y Gfmenre b deBinition deseribed pravdiously.
& oomparison of BNETS proposed somdsrd vtk the sonond results of g ol of whephone
operating companies i provided In seotion 4.0 of ny testimony with wn sosompenving

praphiosl comparison,

The LOUG hus proposed three sepsir interval sandurds for POTS. These sre 99% £ 16
Bours, 955 < 8 houws, and B0% < 4 howrs B b eidem the the LOUND sandandy we

much more stringen than the standurd veed by any lurindistion.

WOULD YOU DESCRIBE

3

BMET proposed weget for Malmensnce Appoimments Met (940%) b more aringen

shan all ban one ther merisdiction.

& graphicsl comparison of SWETs proposed Mainterance Appointments B siander

und the other rbsdicdons’ sndards b prevested In Scheduls 5 of my sl

The sandard proposed by the LOUG was 99% This sanderd bs subsantially Sigher ten

sy furisdioton snd would by evovsivdly st Wadopted.

Poge 16




Bl

e o

o8

miptes and the other {Tears uses 0.0 mibnanes. The LOYIG 84 net propons & sdued B

Swineh Dutage Minnes,

seetion 4.0 of ny testnny, Bowever, welephonr opsiwting companiss do veport aotusl

pestormenes 1o the FOO using » momsure comparsble 1o BTTR

ENETs proposed teopst for the Dnsvalintion Tnterved standerd Bs a0 overall sverape

of 5 buginess dave.

BB proposed stondiard measarss shapeed duvs 1o the offersd sppobumen date
per insiadiation. B mensive the busis By wroviding o proodsed imenellation dus i

Instalintion

the wmomer. BMETS womin dute rliabily ie messured by B

Appeintmerds Mol proposed stindurd

AR other hvisdicvons mewsere the perosnmge of servicr ordes sonslly

.....

« Threeof the jurisdictions heve » sandard of 20% within 7 days

Poge 17



3

i

2

B

provioushy. A somparison of B Ts proposed maniard with the sotus tesuhs of » pang!
of telephone vpereting companies B provided B sestion 4.0 of my testimony with sn

sepompanying graphicel comparison

ey that were defined differently fom

The LOLUHE woposed msliadion imtervs! msem
BMET. For POTE, they proposed two massies — < 3 days for disparched arders and < 1

5

spen 40 be more girtngent ther the wandard veed by other auisdintions.

OF

WOULD YOU DES

BWETs proposed et for Tnssllation Appointments met (99.3%) b spnifoanly more

shringent than sabher urisdiotions,

> O the wloven miber jurisdictions ueing this senderd:
. ome g w standand of 99
- Chue s w soendend of 97 5%
- Cmehas e sienderd of 97%
- Thres bave 2 gandard of 93%

- Four have o sanderd o/ 8%

» O b o wavadard of 5%

Poge 18




e

e

A graphicl comparison of SHETs propossd Topsllntion Appoimments Met standard and

the other jurisdictions’ manderde b presented In Sohedule 6 of my vestimony.

T LG bw vt proposed an inaliation messure similur to the uppoiniments met

Hse.

¥

Threr wviadinvioos vee 900G wilin 20 seoomls
® Fonwr use 45%% within 20 venonds.

Ome naon B9% within 80 snonde

*

» e uses B0 within 20 sponnds

& graphical comparison of BNET: proposed Repulr Answer Time wianderd snd the other

wrisdintiony’ standurds s prosesnd In Bobudule ¥ of my testioony.

The LU b wroposed two sturddards oo vassurs vepslr anpwer T - > 98% within 20

varnrds sedd VOUSG within 30 sevonds. Those ton wiandards dre muh more strinpey than

tandard used by any uvisdiction.

SNET's proposed Provisioning Center Calls Answered

Thiz targer i less srlapeny than other urisdioions i the shonple,

Poge 19




i3

S

7
1%

24

4.8

. Three furisdicions use 20% within 20 spoonds,

‘ Four uer B3% within 20 sevonds.
* Come vwmes B5% within 50 sesonds.

s e oes BIRG within 20 seoondy

......

thi other Jurbsdictions’ sandards i prosemied in Bohedule % of myy testimony.

N

The LOLHE bar proposed two stendwrds o memsure insglistion shewer tmp - > 25%

W gsoonds. These vwo stdurds wre much more

within 20 seronds end 1000 withie

gringen than the sanderd used by any loriediotion,

SERVICE MEASURES AND STANDARDS WIT
OPERATING COMPANIES?

............. =

of & represemiutive sample of wisphose sperating comparies. 1 used the sighy enining

mensures v sandurds shown dn Teble 1 for vy vomparison. These dighy wandurds are

ahser ey the e wiarderds waed by the DPUI Bor ovive oap vepbntion of SWET

Page 20



ity of Service for the Lovgl

Compurative satisiies wers obisined fom the FOU "y

Opeenting Compoardes” dusabase, The dete were wofficient vo support somparisons of four

1. The panel included

of spevations sompareble to, or lrger than SN

* Bochesier Telaphome Dorpormion
: MYNEN - A8 Companiss

“ Hew York Telephows Compary

» Mew England Telephone Conpany - Mussbusetts
# Plew England Telephone Company - Mow Hampshire
s Mew England Telephone Uompany - Bhiode Ishand
# How England Telopbome Company - YVermon

» M Buglend Telephons Compuny - Maine

« GYE « Al Compunies

» {3TE Borth

» Bell Adlamic

# Hpmriierh

# 1B Wes

- Hell howh

# Punitic Telesls.

Page 21




E

Fe oS B v e

4 wonmery of e weaseres sd sendards which were sompared 1o wniuel telaphive

wperating sompary perfrmance dus i provided in the tabls below.

s Inaaliation Appoimments Be 9. % 95.1%
» Sverage Bervicy Urder Dustallation Toterved % davs 2% davs
« Fepors per 100 Lines (RPHL) 1% 1000
» Ot of Service Repelr Isrval 21 howrs 21 bours

WOULD YOU DESCRIBE

BMETs proposed standerd B Domtallnion Sppoimments Me (903095 o signifemly

more strisgent than the sond performanes of the pare! coimpanies.
e Of the 17 wiephone opersing somperies i the sompatison pare,

. Oy one pavel sompany reporied aorosl pert

- Froo of the wevevtenn povel wompanien reporied
basrwrosn 98 % gnd Y9 %

Page 22




oy

g

A

- Five paned comparies veporsed sotnd pecformunce bevwesn 88.0% and

W
ey B 5% w

) ?ﬁgﬁ} ance bebw

——

B8 0%

- Twe panel compaiies veporied wotusl pert
97.5%.

1%,

& graphion) comparinen of BNET: Inmalistion Appolntments M sanderd with the pare

sompanied’ somsl performense In provented o Sohedule ¥ of my ety

The LUUHE bae not proposed an blinion nessre s

The definition of SHET's Insullation Tnverval sianducd is differer from the definition used
by the panel compardes. BNETY sonded & bussd o the bl offered cusiones
whersss the pungl companies’ reporied duts B baosd on the wewrage itervel wokioved

Conseguently, » divesr comparison van non be wade

» BWET's propused terget sttierd for the Tumalintion Intervsl mssire s 5 davs.

mise dute relibility B msssured by B Tneedllation

the memonsy, SWETS oo

Apprintenis M proposed vandard,

Puge 13




